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2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935C.D. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E3 Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) U20 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required ifthe drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



ed (PTO-892) 4) Q§ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. 6/7/04 . 

tatement(s) (PTO-1 449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-1 52) 
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This Office action is in response to the 6/7/04 interview summary where 
Applicants argued convincingly the 5/1 1/04 final Office action was premature. 
Applicants state no amendments have been made to claim 19 and a new ground of 
rejection over this has been put forth in the final rejection. The below Office action is 
identical to the 5/1 1/04 action except that it is non-final. The Office regrets any 
inconvenience this oversight may have caused Applicant. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims .1-7, 17-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly 
anticipated by Nakagawa et al. (USP 6,429,035). 

Nakagawa et al. teach in column 4 lines 40+ melting polycrystalline silicon and 
subsequent analysis by secondary ion mass spectrometry to determine the impurities in 
the silicon. 

Additionally, with respect to new claim 20, the taught hydrofluoric and nitric acids 
have been read on the claimed enchant. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 9-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. in view of Padovani et al. 
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See Nakagawa et al. supra. 

Nakagawa et al. and JP are silent to the claimed filtering of the polycrystalline 
silicone. 

Padovani et al. teach a method for the refining of silicone. Column 5 lines 1 1 + 
teach use of a filter to remove solid contaminates from the silicone. It is desirable to 
remove solids from the liquid silicone because the solids will be impurities. 

It would have been within the skill of the art to modify Nakagawa et al. or JP in 
view of Padovani et al. and use a filter to remove solids from the silicone to gain the 
advantages of removing impurities. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. in view of Okada et al. 

See Nakagawa et al. supra. 

Nakagawa et al. and JP are silent to the use of a scanning electron microscope 
or energy dispersive X-ray spectrography. 

Okada et al. teach in column 70 lines 41+ the use of energy dispersive X-ray 
spectrography (EDX hereafter), to measure impurities in silicone. EDX is advantageous 
because it can look at very small and specific zones. . 

It would have been within the skill of the art to modify Nakagawa et al. or JP in 
view of Okada et al. and use EDX to gain the above advantages. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakagawa et al. in view of JP 1 1 145230 (references as JP hereafter). 

See Nakagawa et al. supra. 
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JP teaches dissolving silicon with a mixture of hydrofluoric and nitric acids. 

The court decided In re Boesch (205 USPQ 215) that optimization of a result 
effective variable is ordinarily within the skill of the art. A result effective variable is one 
that has predictable and well-known characteristics. The choice of acid to dissolve the 
silicon is a result effective variable as long as the expected result of silicon dissolution is 
achieved. It is desirable to have the choice of several different acids in the event that 
one is unavailable or experience price fluctuations. 

It would have been within the skill of the art to modify Nakagawa et al. in view of 
JP and use a well known alternative acid to dissolve silicon, such as hydrofluoric and 
nitric acids, to gain the above advantages as optimization of a result effective variable. 
Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 4/29/04 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The Office acknowledges that claim 20 was not addressed in the 1/29/04 final rejection 
and has identified the applicability of the art on claim 20 above. Applicant further state 
the finality of the 1/29/04 was improper because the rejection of claim 19 was changed 
and no amendments to this claim were made. - The Office notes the 1 1/5/03 
amendments were made to claim 1 from which claim 19 depend. Thus, because of this 
relationship, the scope of claim 1 9 has also been changed/amended and required the 
previous 35 USC 1 02 rejections to be reconsidered in favor of a new 35 USC 1 03 
rejection over the same reference. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lyle A Alexander whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1254. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Wednesday and Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jill Warden can be reached on 571-272-1267. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Lyle A Alexander 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1743 




